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H.1 Introduction 

The responses to the comments received on the I-405 Improvement Project (I-5 to SR-55) 

Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) are organized as follows. The comments and 

responses are grouped by type of commenter. The types of commenters and unique identifiers 

are: 

• State Government Comments (AC-S#) Section H.4 

• Local Government Comments (AC-L#) – Sections H.5 

• Business Organization Comments (AC-O#) – Section H.6 

• Public Comments (PC-#) (received in writing via e-mail or other means except for 

comments received at a public hearing) – Section H.7 

• Public Hearing Comments Cards (CC-#) received at a public hearing in writing - Section 

H.8.1 

• Public Hearing Comments by court reporter transcript (TR-#) – Section H.8.2 

Comments are presented in each section with responses following the comment letters. Table 

H-1 (Section H.3) identifies each of the groups and the commenters in that group. For example, 

the first group is State Government and the first commenter is the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 

Each comment is given a unique identifier for the commenter, followed by a serial number for 

each comment made by the commenter. For example, the first comment of CDFW is AC-S1-1, 

with S1 being the unique identifier for CDFW and “-1” referring to CDFW’s first comment. 

The page number of the comment is provided in Table H-1, followed by the page number of 

the response. 

The comment letters and e-mails are presented with the unique identifier of the commenter 

shown at the top of each page of the comment letter or e-mail. Each comment within the letter 

is bracketed and shows the serial number of the comment. For example, the CDFW letter shows 

CDFW’s unique identifier (S1) at the top of the page. The comment within CDFW’s letter is 

bracketed and identified with a serial number of 1. 

H.2 I-405 Improvement Project IS/EA Common Responses 

H.2.1 Common Response – Air Quality 

Regulations 

Several comments were received regarding air pollution. Some commenters have expressed a 

general belief that the proposed project would increase traffic-related air pollution, cause health 
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issues, and reduce their quality of life. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

has adopted Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance for evaluating Mobile Source 

Air Toxics (MSAT) emissions. FHWA has indicated that quantitative analysis (i.e., dispersion 

modeling) cannot provide any meaningful comparison of alternatives and, in fact, may provide 

misleading information as to the current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities of 

current tools. As part of the development of the FHWA interim MSAT guidance, FHWA 

conducted a thorough review of the scientific information related to MSATs from 

transportation sources. As a result of that review, FHWA concluded that the available technical 

tools do not enable us to reliably estimate pollutant exposure concentrations or predict the 

project-specific health impacts of the emissions changes associated with transportation project 

alternatives; therefore, at this time, FHWA does not support dispersion modeling. 

The FHWA Interim Guidance for MSAT Analysis indicates that available technical tools do 

not reliably predict the project-specific health impacts of the MSAT emission changes 

associated with project alternatives. Limitations of the tools include the following: 

• Emissions: The tools available from the United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to estimate MSAT emissions from 

motor vehicles are not sensitive to key variables that determine emissions of MSATs in the 

context of highway projects. 

• Dispersion: The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited. The current EPA 

and California line-source regulatory models, such as CALINE3, CAL3QHC, and 

CALINE4, were developed and validated for the purpose of predicting episodic 

concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) to determine compliance with the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The performance of these dispersion models is 

adequate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur over short time periods. 

Alternative dispersion models, such as EPA’s AERMOD, were not developed for use with 

line sources, requiring adaptation and approximation of line emission sources such as 

roads. Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is also faced with 

a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing project-specific MSAT 

background concentrations. 

Findings 

In opening year 2030, based on the methodology provided by FHWA, Alternative 2 is projected 

to generate the same level of emissions as the No Build Alternative (as shown in Table 2.2.6-5 

within the IS/EA). These levels range between 0.1 and 4.0 pounds per day. During this same 

projection, Alternative 3 would generate levels of benzene, DPM (Diesel Particulate Matter), 

and formaldehyde that are by 0.1 pound per day higher than the No Build Alternative. Table 

2.2.6-6 displays the 2050 projections of MSAT emissions, showing that both build alternatives 

would generate the same levels of emissions as the No Build Alternative.  
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H.2.2 Common Response – Health Risks 

Regulations 

Several comments were received regarding health risks. Some commenters have expressed a 

general belief that the proposed project would increase traffic-related air pollution and pose 

greater health risks. Caltrans has adopted FHWA guidance for evaluating MSAT emissions. 

FHWA has indicated that quantitative analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) cannot provide any 

meaningful comparison of alternatives and, in fact, may provide misleading information as to 

the current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities of current tools. As part of the 

development of the FHWA interim MSAT guidance, FHWA conducted a thorough review of 

the scientific information related to MSATs from transportation sources. As a result of that 

review, FHWA concluded that the available technical tools do not enable us to reliably estimate 

pollutant exposure concentrations or predict the project-specific health impacts of the 

emissions changes associated with transportation project alternatives; therefore, at this time, 

FHWA does not support dispersion modeling. 

The FHWA Interim Guidance for MSAT Analysis indicates that available technical tools do 

not reliably predict the project-specific health impacts of the MSAT emission changes 

associated with project alternatives. Limitations of the tools include the following: 

• Emissions: The tools available from EPA and ARB to estimate MSAT emissions from 

motor vehicles are not sensitive to key variables that determine emissions of MSATs in the 

context of highway projects. 

• Dispersion: The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited. The current EPA 

and California line-source regulatory models, such as CALINE3, CAL3QHC, and 

CALINE4, were developed and validated for the purpose of predicting episodic 

concentrations of CO to determine compliance with the NAAQS. The performance of these 

dispersion models is adequate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur over 

short time periods. Alternative dispersion models, such as EPA’s AERMOD, were not 

developed for use with line sources, requiring adaptation and approximation of line 

emission sources such as roads. Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, 

FHWA is also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing 

project-specific MSAT background concentrations. 

• Exposure Levels and Health Effects: Even if emission levels and concentrations of MSATs 

could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure assessment 

and risk analysis preclude the analysis from reaching meaningful conclusions about 

project-specific health impacts. Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to 

accurately calculate annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways and to determine the 

portion of a year that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific 

location. These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly 

because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel 
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patterns and vehicle technology, which affects emissions rates, over a 70-year period. A 

worst-case analysis approach does not mitigate these concerns because it replaces 

uncertainty with assumptions that lead to risk estimates that almost certainly are far in 

excess of anything realistic. 

Findings 

In 2030, based on the methodology provided by FHWA, Alternative 2 would generate the same 

level of emissions as the No Build Alternative (as shown in Table 2.2.6-5 within the IS/EA). 

These levels range between 0.1 and 4.0 pounds per day. During this same projection, 

Alternative 3 would generate higher levels of benzene, DPM and formaldehyde than the No 

Build Alternative by 0.1 pound per day. A detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was not 

completed and is not necessary because the build alternatives would reduce MSAT emissions 

in the study area. 

H.2.3 Common Response – Property Values 

Several comments were received regarding property values. Some commenters have expressed 

a general belief that the proposed project would result in decreased property values due to 

expansion of the freeway. 

There are varied patterns in the effect of freeways on residential property values. Most studies 

recognize that freeway construction can produce conflicting influences on property values. 

They show both appreciation and loss in value for properties due to freeway construction. 

Some properties abutting the freeway or in very close proximity to it appear to suffer most of 

the adverse effects from the freeway, whereas net gain is shown in value in the general vicinity 

of the freeway due to increased accessibility. 

Due to the variability in the potential project effects on property values, it is difficult to assess 

the potential effect of a transportation project on the values of individual properties. Six factors 

related to transportation projects may affect property values: accessibility, safety, noise, visual 

quality, community cohesion, and business productivity. For residential properties, only the 

first five factors are applicable. Changes in these factors may, but not necessarily would, result 

in a change in property values. Additionally, the degree to which a transportation project will 

affect property values depends in part on the location of the property (i.e., either adjacent to or 

in the vicinity of a project) and the land use (i.e., residential, commercial, or industrial). The 

analyses in the IS/EA indicate that the project build alternatives would not change access but 

would instead facilitate improved mobility through reduced congestion (Section 2.1.2.3), 

would not affect community character and cohesion (Section 2.1.4.1), would not decrease the 

performance or safety of the transportation facilities (Section 3.2.16), would result in changes 

in views of the area along I-405 (Section 2.1.7), and would result in noise impacts along the 

project segment of I-405 (Section 2.2.7). Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
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included in the project would address the effects of the build alternatives related to 

visual/aesthetics (Section 2.1.7.4) and noise (Section 2.2.7.4).  

The environmental document does not specifically discuss property values as part of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

analysis. Real estate market prices are mainly based on comparative sales in the area. Many 

factors contribute to market values, including location, the neighborhood, current real estate 

sales in the area, school system, crime, taxes, government services, parks/recreational, and the 

features of the home. The project may have an effect on the property values, but it is not likely 

to be a major change because I-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, 

Caltrans has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decreased because a 

freeway was widened near a home. To the extent that a perceived decrease in property values 

or decline in quality of life would be caused by or result in degradation in the physical 

environment, the IS/EA discusses measures that will be adopted as conditions of project 

approval to mitigate environmental impacts. An Environmental Commitments Record has 

been provided in Appendix F of the IS/EA. 

H.2.4 Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis 

Many of the comments received during the public review period for the IS/EA raised concerns 

regarding noise impacts as a result of the build alternatives. To address these comments, a 

single common response is provided regarding this issue, and subsequent responses refer to 

this common response. The following text provides a brief explanation of regulations and 

procedures used for the traffic noise impact analysis and recommendation of abatement 

measures. 

Regulations 

The Noise Study Report (NSR) prepared for the proposed project evaluated potential traffic 

noise impacts in accordance with the guidelines and requirements of CEQA and NEPA. The 

NSR was prepared between August 2015 and November 2016. Because the project is on a 

State highway facility, traffic noise impacts and noise abatement measures were evaluated for 

NEPA in accordance with FHWA’s Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772 

regulations and the May 2011 Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (Protocol). Under 

NEPA, traffic noise impacts occur when the future peak-hour noise equivalent continuous 

traffic noise level (Leq) at frequent outdoor use areas approach within 1 decibel (dB) of the 

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or the future predicted traffic noise levels exceed, by 12 dB 

or more, the existing traffic noise levels. An increase of 12 dB was considered substantial for 

this project. 

Traffic Noise Prediction 

FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM 2.5) was utilized for the prediction of future traffic noise 

levels. Outdoor traffic noise measurements were conducted at representative locations 
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throughout the project study corridor to evaluate existing noise levels and to calibrate the TNM 

computer model. Specific measurement sites were chosen to be representative of receiver sites 

with similar topography, orientation to the highway, and exposure angles with respect to 

frequent outdoor use areas adjacent to I-405. Locations that are expected to receive the greatest 

traffic noise impacts, such as the first row of houses from I-405, are generally chosen; however, 

noise measurements at second-row residences were also conducted in several areas. Noise 

measurements were conducted at 15 representative locations, but future traffic noise levels 

were predicted at almost 180 receiver locations that represent frequent outdoor use areas along 

the project alignment. 

Determination of Traffic Noise Impacts 

Frequent outdoor use areas of different land use within the project limits were identified 

through land use maps, aerial photography, and site inspection. NAC for different land uses 

are listed in Table 2.2.7-1 of the IS/EA, as well as the Protocol. These land uses include single- 

and multi-family residences, picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, motels, hotels, 

schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.  

Traffic noise impacts are considered to occur at receiver locations where predicted design-year 

traffic noise levels are at least 12 dB greater than existing noise levels or where predicted 

design year traffic noise levels approach within 1dB of the NAC or exceed the NAC for 

applicable activity categories (see Table 2.2.7.1 of the IS/EA). Typically, a 12-dB increase is 

for projects where a new freeway is planned. Noise increase due to the proposed project is 

between 3 and 12 dBA (A-weighted decibels) as shown in the NSR.  

Abatement Measures 

Noise abatement measures must be considered where traffic noise impacts are identified. 

Abatement measures are recommended if they are considered feasible and reasonable as 

required by Title 23 CFR 772 and the Protocol. Soundwalls with heights ranging from 6 to 22 

feet were considered at the freeway shoulders, on-/off-ramp shoulders, State right-of-way 

(ROW) line, or private property lines to provide abatement for frequent outdoor use areas with 

predicted traffic noise impacts. 

The decision to determine if a soundwall is both feasible and reasonable is not only made by 

approaching or exceeding the NAC levels but by all five factors shown on the flowchart below. 
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According to the Protocol, abatement measures are considered acoustically feasible if a 

minimum noise reduction of 5 dB at the receiver locations is predicted with implementation of 

the abatement measures. The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is determined by (1) 

the noise reduction of the proposed barriers; (2) the cost of noise abatement; and (3) the 

viewpoint of the benefited property owners and residents. 

Each noise barrier was evaluated for feasibility based on achievable noise reduction of 5 dB or 

more. In accordance with the regulations, the existing soundwalls could only be replaced by 

higher soundwalls if an additional 5-dB noise reduction can be achieved. Most of the time, 

increasing the height of a 10- or 12-foot-high soundwall to the maximum height would not 

provide an additional 5-dB noise reduction. This is the main reason why the heights of some 

existing soundwalls were not increased. 

The Protocol defines the procedure for assessing reasonableness of noise barriers. The Caltrans 

acoustical design goal must be met for a noise barrier to be considered reasonable. The design 

goal is that a barrier must be predicted to provide at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or 

more benefited receptors. 

In addition, the estimated cost to build the noise barrier should be equal to or less than the total 

cost allowance of benefited receptors calculated for the barrier to be considered reasonable 

from a cost perspective. A cost-per-residence allowance is calculated for each benefited 

residence (i.e., residences that receive at least 5 dB of noise reduction from a noise barrier). 

The 2016 base allowance of $80,000 is used for this project. Total allowances are calculated 

by multiplying the cost allowance-per-residence by the number of benefited residences.  

Moreover, another factor used in determining whether a proposed noise abatement measure is 

reasonable includes residents’ acceptance. For the noise barriers that are recommended to be 

built within the State’s right-of-way (ROW), if more than 50 percent of the benefited residents 

oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered reasonable. For the noise barriers 

that are constructed on private property, 100 percent of owners of the property upon which the 

abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In case no response is received 

from a property owner after a reasonable number of attempts, a “No” vote will be considered 

for that owner and therefore the abatement will not be considered reasonable. 
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H.3 Index of Comments Received 

Table H-1. Comments Received during the IS/EA Comment Period 

Comment 
Letter 

Date 
Received 

Name 
Comment 

Page 
Response 

Page 

State Government 

AC-S1 12/13/2017 California Department of Fish and Wildlife H-15 H-15 

AC-S2 11/17/2017 Southern California Association of Governments H-16 H-16 

Local Government 

AC-L1 12/14/2017 Transportation Corridor Agencies H-17 H-18 

AC-L2 

12/15/2017 City of Irvine H-19 H-24 

Public Comments received with the letter from City of Irvine on 12/15/2017 

11/26/2017 Paul Ciranna H-20 H-25 

11/27/2017 Golrokh Khatibloo H-20 H-26 

12/04/2017 Carol Tipper H-21 H-26 

11/26/2017 Larry Abrose H-21 H-26 

11/26/2017 Barbara Burton H-21 H-26 

11/25/2017 Gordon and Angela Copley H-21 H-27 

11/22/2017 Chris Haug H-22 H-27 

11/24/2017 Jen and Tom Parzakonis and George Ross H-22 H-27 

11/06/2017 Richard Young H-24 H-27 

AC-L3 12/15/2017 Orange County Public Works H-28 H-29 

AC-L4 12/14/2017 Irvine Unified School District H-30 H-31 

Business Organizations 

AC-O1 12/14/2017 Lennar Homes H-32 H-34 

Public Comments 

PC-1 12/12/2017 Bev Wolf H-35 H-35 

PC-3 11/17/2017 Jorge Cardenas H-36 H-36 

PC-4 11/16/2017 Kathy Osann H-37 H-37 

PC-5 12/15/2017 Woodbridge Season Maintenance Association H-37 H-41 

PC-6 11/26/2017 Barbra Burton H-42 H-42 

PC-7 11/21/2017 Chris Haug H-43 H-43 

PC-8 12/13/2017 Tu Family H-43 H-44 

PC-9 12/14/2017 David and Jane Olinger H-44 H-44 

PC-10 12/13/2017 Donna Hanson H-45 H-45 

PC-11 11/15/2017 Florin Tiru H-45 H-45 

PC-12 12/14/2017 Garo Agopian H-46 H-46 
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Table H-1. Comments Received during the IS/EA Comment Period 

Comment 
Letter 

Date 
Received 

Name 
Comment 

Page 
Response 

Page 

PC-14 11/30/2017 Jan Rainbird H-47 H-47 

PC-15 12/14/2017 Judy and Scott Kramer H-47 H-47 

PC-16 11/15/2017 Lauren Chaverri H-48 H-48 

PC-17 12/12/2017 Karol Mundt H-48 H-48 

PC-18 12/15/2017 Phil Sheldon H-49 H-49 

PC-19 12/14/2017 Yumiko Miyake H-49 H-49 

PC-20 12/12/2017 Francis Cronin H-50 H-50 

PC-21 12/04/2017 Carol Tipper H-50 H-51 

PC-23 12/12/2017 Cindy Tatu H-51 H-52 

PC-24 12/13/2017 Gordon Copley H-52 H-52 

PC-25 11/24/2017 Jen and Tom Parzakonis H-53 H-55 

PC-26 12/13/2017 Judith Gass H-55 H-55 

PC-27 12/12/2017 Justine Loh H-56 H-56 

PC-28 11/26/2017 Lawrence Brose H-56 H-56 

PC-29 12/14/2017 The Hiller Family H-57 H-57 

PC-30 12/14/2017 Debbie Wadkins H-57 H-57 

PC-32 12/12/2017 Bill and Patricia Penzo H-58 H-58 

PC-34 12/12/2017 Deborah Barnum H-59 H-59 

PC-35 11/27/2017 Goli Khatibloo H-60 H-60 

PC-36 12/11/2017 Joanne Tatham H-60 H-60 

PC-37 11/25/2017 Gordon and Angela Copley H-61 H-61 

PC-38 12/14/2017 David Savin H-61 H-62 

PC-39 12/13/2017 Jim and April Mercer H-62 H-62 

PC-40 12/13/2017 Birgi Minetzke H-63 H-63 

PC-41 12/14/2017 Anne Liu H-63 H-63 

PC-42 12/13/2017 Carolyn Lundberg H-64 H-69 

PC-43 12/15/2017 Danielle Davies H-70 H-70 

PC-44 12/15/2017 Donna Aldrich H-70 H-71 

PC-45 11/27/2017 Doug Thiessen H-71 H-72 

PC-46 12/12/2017 Zack Daniel H-72 H-73 

PC-47 12/13/2017 Fay Sherman H-73 H-73 

PC-48 11/29/2017 Dr. Frances Collato H-74 H-74 

PC-49 12/08/2017 Halfdan Ross H-75 H-75 

PC-50 11/14/2017 Jackson H-76 H-76 
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Table H-1. Comments Received during the IS/EA Comment Period 

Comment 
Letter 

Date 
Received 

Name 
Comment 

Page 
Response 

Page 

PC-51 12/14/2017 Jim Strasma H-77 H-77 

PC-54 11/16/2017 Kristin Currin-Sheehan H-79 H-80 

PC-55 11/15/2017 Maria Piperova H-80 H-80 

PC-56 11/22/2017 Mona and Ross Pinyan H-81 H-81 

PC-57 12/14/2017 Nancy Fisher H-81 H-81 

PC-58 12/13/2017 Pamela Wong H-82 H-82 

PC-59 12/11/2017 Pat Breansky H-82 H-82 

PC-60 12/10/2017 Peyton Reed H-83 H-83 

PC-61 12/13/2017 Philip Weinreich H-83 H-84 

PC-62 12/14/2017 Ralph Delcampo H-84 H-84 

PC-63 12/06/2017 Richard Young H-85 H-85 

PC-64 12/14/2017 Scott Kramer H-86 H-86 

PC-65 12/13/2017 Shareen Young H-87 H-87 

PC-66 12/09/2017 Sharon Toji H-88 H-89 

PC-67 11/19/2017 Susan Sayre H-90 H-90 

PC-68 11/21/2017 Susan Sayre H-90 H-91 

PC-69 12/12/2017 Vince Buck H-91 H-91 

PC-70 12/12/2017 Vince Buck H-91 H-91 

PC-71 12/14/2017 Woodbridge Seasons Maintenance Association H-92 H-94 

Public Hearing Comment Cards 

CC-1 12/05/2017 Ashley Cardenas H-96 H-96 

CC-2 12/05/2017 Tamara Pickens H-97 H-97 

CC-3 12/05/2017 Gordon Copley H-98 H-98 

CC-4 12/05/2017 Mark Sugars H-99 H-99 

CC-5 12/05/2017 Frank Wagoner H-100 H-100 

CC-6 12/05/2017 Kevin Ansel H-101 H-101 

CC-7 12/05/2017 David Chui H-102 H-102 

CC-8 12/05/2017 Stuart Wilbur H-104 H-104 

CC-9 12/05/2017 Jennifer Parzakonis H-105 H-105 

CC-10 12/05/2017 Susanna Simsarian H-106 H-106 

CC-11 12/05/2017 Kerry Berlin H-107 H-107 

CC-12 12/05/2017 Su Chen H-108 H-108 

CC-13 12/05/2017 Kristopher Fortin H-109 H-109 

CC-14 12/05/2017 Florin Tiru H-110 H-110 
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Table H-1. Comments Received during the IS/EA Comment Period 

Comment 
Letter 

Date 
Received 

Name 
Comment 

Page 
Response 

Page 

CC-15 12/05/2017 Jason Cahill H-111 H-111 

CC-16 12/05/2017 Tresa Oliveri H-112 H-112 

CC-17 12/05/2017 Keri Fujii H-113 H-113 

Public Hearing Court Reporter Transcripts 

TR-1 12/05/2017 Frank McGill H-114 H-126 

TR-2 12/05/2017 Carl and Lavon Mariz H-115 H-126 

TR-3 12/05/2017 Frances Collato H-116 H-126 

TR-4 12/05/2017 Mike Bruns H-117 H-127 

TR-5–9 12/05/2017 Fred Klein H-117 H-127 

TR-10 12/05/2017 Florin Tiru H-118 H-127 

TR-11 12/05/2017 John Loper H-119 H-128 

TR-12 12/05/2017 Carolyn Inmon H-120 H-128 

TR-13 12/05/2017 Donna Arbes H-121 H-128 

TR-14 12/05/2017 Joanne Tatham H-122 H-128 

TR-15 12/05/2017 Hossain Mansouri H-123 H-128 

TR-16 12/05/2017 Susan Sayre H-123 H-129 

TR-17 12/05/2017 Kerry Lynn Berlin H-125 H-129 

TR-18 12/05/2017 Mo Fatehi H-125 H-129 

 

Table H-2. Comments Received after the IS/EA Comment Period 

Comment 
Letter 

Date 
Received Name 

Comment 
Page 

Response 
Page 

Public Comments 

PC-2 12/27/2017 David Nguyen H-35 H-35 

PC-13 12/17/2017 Jamie Lucove H-46 H-46 

PC-22 12/17/2017 Carolyn Owuor H-51 H-51 

PC-31 12/26/2017 Melissa Giffin H-58 H-58 

PC-33 12/16/2017 Davi Loren H-59 H-59 

PC-52 12/21/2017 Jason Milligan H-77 H-78 

PC-53 12/25/2017 Kathryn Weber H-79 H-79 
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H.4 State Government Comments 

Comment Letter AC-S1 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter AC-S1  

(California Department of Fish and Wildlife) 

Comment AC-S1-1 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s concurrence of the 

IS/EA has been documented for the public record. 

1 
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Comment Letter AC-S2 

 

Response to Comment Letter AC-S2  

(Southern California Association of Governments) 

Comment AC-S2-1 

Because the proposed project is funded using state and federal 

funding, both CEQA and NEPA compliance will need to be met to 

obtain such funds. 1 
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H.5 Local Government Comments 

Comment Letter AC-L1 

 

Comment Letter AC-L1 (Continued) 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
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Response to Comment Letter AC-L1  

(Transportation Corridor Agencies) 

Comment AC-L1-1 

Construction of this project will not have a direct impact on the 

Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) toll road facilities. The 

project is proposed to be constructed without any long-term closures 

of the connector ramps at State Route (SR) 133. It is proposed that all 

existing connectors and lanes will be maintained except for 

intermittent short-term night-time closures for lane shifts. Detailed 

stage construction plans will be prepared during the final design phase.  

Comment AC-L1-2 

A new connector from northbound I-405 to northbound SR-133 was 

not studied as part of this project because it does not address the 

purpose and need of the project.  

Comment AC-L1-3 

The commenter’s request has been added to the public record and 

forwarded to the project sponsor (Orange County Transportation 

Authority [OCTA]). OCTA will continue to coordinate with TCA 

directly, and TCA will be included in e-mail blasts sent to the public. 

Comment AC-L1-4 

This project is not proposing any tollway-related improvements. 

Comment AC-L1-5 

As noted in Response to Comment AC-L1-1, construction of this 

project will not have a direct impact on the TCA toll road facilities. It 

is anticipated that all existing connectors and lanes will be maintained 

during construction except for intermittent short-term night-time 

closures for lane shifts. OCTA will coordinate the closures and related 

detours with TCA during the final design phase. 

Comment AC-L1-6 

The commenter’s request has been added to the public record and 

forwarded to the project sponsor (Orange County Transportation 

Authority [OCTA]). OCTA will continue to coordinate with TCA 

directly, and TCA will be included in e-mail blasts sent to the public. 
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Comment Letter AC-L2 

 
 

 

Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 

 

 

Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 

 

 

Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 

 

 

Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 

 
 

Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 

 
 

  18 CONT. 18 CONT. 



INITIAL STUDY/ 
APPENDIX H RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 H-24 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (I-5 TO SR-55) 

Comment Letter AC-L2 (Continued) 

 

Response to Comment Letter AC-L2 

City of Irvine 

Comment AC-L2-I 

See responses to Comments AC-L2-10 through AC-LS-19. 

Comment AC-L2-1 

Evaluation of the project effect on the environment under CEQA  

discussed in Chapter 3 of the IS/EA. CEQA requires Caltrans to 

identify each significant effect on the environment resulting from the 

project and ways to mitigate each significant effect. Air quality is 

specifically discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the IS/EA and there were no 

significant impacts identified that would require an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR). 

Comment AC-L2-2 

The noise study is performed in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Comment AC-L2-3 

Please refer to Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (May 2011), 

Section 7, for an overview of how noise impacts should be addressed 

under CEQA for projects involving Caltrans. For this project, Caltrans 

is the CEQA lead agency, and the significance of noise impacts under 

CEQA is addressed only in the environmental document. Please refer 

to Section 3.2.12 of the IS/EA, which shows the project has less than 

significant noise impacts under CEQA. Therefore, the financial 

criteria noted by the commenter is not applicable under CEQA. 

Comment AC-L2-4 

The cited statement is similar to the language in the Caltrans Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol (May 2011), Section 7, which states that 
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under CEQA, if at a later date that mitigation is dropped from the 

project, the CEQA environmental document must be recirculated for 

public review and comment. It should be noted that recirculation of 

the CEQA environmental document is not applicable because, as 

discussed in Section 3.2.12 of the IS/EA, the project has no significant 

noise impacts/mitigation proposed under CEQA. It should also be 

noted that soundwalls are noise abatement and not mitigation. 

Nonetheless, the project has noise abatement measures proposed 

under NEPA and, as discussed in Section 5 of the Protocol, if noise 

impacts or noise abatement measures change after approval of the final 

environmental documentation, FHWA (Caltrans, as assigned) must be 

consulted to determine whether a written re-evaluation or other 

document is required. 

Comment AC-L2-5 

The discussion in Section 2.4.6 of the IS/EA pertains to NEPA. 

Cumulative impacts under CEQA Guidelines are discussed in Section 

3.2.19 of the IS/EA. Under CEQA, mitigation measures would be 

applied if the impact creates an incremental effect that is 

“cumulatively considerable.” None, however, were “cumulatively 

considerable.” 

Comment AC-L2-6 

As part of the project, the Project Development Team has agreed to 

consider potential improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 

discussed in Section 5A.4.11 of the Project Report (July 2018). The 

improvements at the Irvine Center Drive Interchange would include 

permanent striping modifications to provide class II bike lane along 

both sides of Irvine Center Drive with continuous bike lane markings 

through the ramp intersections. Further analysis and evaluation of 

these improvements and implementation of temporary striping and 

signage for the proposed nine-month detour will be made during the 

final design phase of the project. 

Comment AC-L2-7 

The temporary construction easements (TCEs) required for the project 

are detailed in Section 6D of the Project Report (July 2018). ROW 

and TCE requirements are as follows. 

One (1) commercial property (on 2 APNs) would be impacted by 

partial fee acquisition with TCE and 4 properties (on 7 APNs) would 

be impacted by TCEs. 

Comment AC-L2-8 

An Environmental Commitments Record has been provided in 

Appendix F of the IS/EA.  

Comment AC-L2-9 

OCTA will continue to keep the City informed of project development 

through the project contacts that are part of the PDT and coordinate 

directly with the City as needed.  

Paul Ciranna 

Comment AC-L2-10 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and 

Common Response – Health Risks. 
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Golrokh Khatibloo 

Comment AC-L2-11 

The commenter’s concern regarding the environmental and noise 

footprint of the project have been documented as part of the public 

record. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance 

with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment AC-L2-12 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. 

Carol Tipper 

Comment AC-L2-13 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. 

Larry Abrose 

Comment AC-L2-14 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Barbara Burton 

Comment AC-L2-15 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  
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Gordon and Angela Copley 

Comment AC-L2-16 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses-– Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Chris Haug 

Comment AC-L2-17 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Jen and Tom Parzakonis and George Ross  

Comment AC-L2-18 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Richard Young 

Comment AC-L2-19 

The commenter’s concern regarding the environmental and noise 

footprint of the project has been documented as part of the public 

record and considered in the decision-making process. As discussed 

in Section 2.1.1.2 of the IS/EA, the project is consistent with State, 

regional, and local programs, plans, and policies. 
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Comment Letter AC-L3 

 

 

Comment Letter AC-L3 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter AC-L3 (Continued) 

 

Response to Comment Letter AC-L3  

(Orange County Public Works) 

Comment AC-L3-1 

During the environmental phase, a Preliminary Drainage Report 

(October 2015) was prepared for the project and identified several 

potential treatment Best Management Practices (BMP) locations for 

this project. A Water Quality Assessment Report (February 2016) was 

prepared to further assess the water quality impacts for this project and 

identified treatment BMPs to be considered for the project per the 

requirements of the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Storm Water Permits 

and the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

specified in Caltrans’ Storm Water Management Plan (Caltrans, 

2003b). Treatment BMP plans shall be prepared, and further 

consultation, analysis, evaluation, coordination, and approvals will be 

performed during the final design phase of the project. 

Comment AC-L3-2 

During the environmental phase, a Preliminary Drainage Report 

(October 2015) was prepared for the project and identified the 

proposed improvements to several of the flood control facilities 

mentioned. Generally, the flood control facilities will require 

lengthening of cross culverts at several locations, along with bridge 

widening at major tributaries. The bridge work would require only 

minor channel modifications and would not affect their ability to 

convey flow. Culverts would have to be extended to the new toe of 

slope. Hydraulic modeling will have to be conducted for channels to 

compare the existing and proposed conditions to ensure there is 

minimal impact to channel capacity, flow, and freeboard. Hydrology 

and hydraulic studies, consultation, analysis, evaluation, coordination, 

and approvals will be performed during the final design phase of the 

project. 
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Comment AC-L3-3 

The comment is consistent with the Preliminary Drainage Report 

(October 2015), which has identified that the project should analyze 

flood-hazard areas to ensure that the 100-year flood levels and limits 

are not altered. It is also consistent with the Floodplain Evaluation 

Report (January 2016), which has identified flood events having a 

1 percent annual chance (100-year flows) that will be studied in detail 

during the final design phase of the project.  

Comment AC-L3-4 

The procedural statements provided by the County have been 

documented as part of the public record. Further consultation, 

analysis, evaluation, coordination, review, and approvals will be 

performed accordingly during the final design phase of the project. 

Comment AC-L3-5 

The environmental document has been revised to read “There are two 

retarding facilities adjacent to the project corridor between Sand 

Canyon Avenue and Yale Avenue – the San Joaquin West Basin and 

the combined San Joaquin Basins 1 and 2.” 

Comment AC-L3-6 

The statements provided regarding OCFCD’s design criteria and 100-

year flood protection have been documented as part of the public 

record. OCFCD facilities will be designed using OCFCD criteria. 

Further consultation with OCFCD and analysis, evaluation, 

coordination, reviews, and approvals will be performed during the 

final design phase of the project. 

Comment Letter AC-L4 
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Comment Letter AC-L4 (Continued) 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter AC-L4  

(Irvine Unified School District) 

Comment AC-L4-1 

Construction for the proposed project may not be limited to off-school 

hours. As stated in Section 2.2.6.3 of the IS/EA, short-term 

degradation of air quality may occur due to the release of airborne dust 

generated by construction activity and exhaust emissions from 

construction equipment. As noted in Section 2.2.6.4 of the IS/EA, 

most of the construction impacts to air quality are short term in 

duration and will not result in long-term adverse conditions; however, 

the project is committed to implementing minimization measures for 

construction dust and emissions as identified in the section. In 

addition, the project is committed to implementing mitigation 

measures for project-related temporary traffic impacts as described in 

Section 2.1.6.4 of the IS/EA. Also, the schools will be notified of 

upcoming construction activities as part of the future outreach 

program.  

Comment AC-L4-2 

Construction for the proposed project may not be limited to off-school 

hours. As stated in Section 2.2.7.3 of the IS/EA, temporary 

construction noise impacts would be unavoidable and may 

intermittently dominate the environment in the immediate area of 

construction. Also, the project may cause construction-related 

vibration impacts such as human annoyance. Construction noise varies 

greatly depending on the construction process, type, and condition of 

equipment used, as well as layout of the construction site. Many of 

these factors are traditionally left to the contractor’s discretion, which 

makes it difficult to accurately estimate levels of construction noise. 

However, there are several possible control measures that can be 

implemented to minimize noise and vibration disturbances during 

construction, and these are outlined at the end of Section 2.2.7.4 of the 

IS/EA. Also, the schools will be notified of upcoming construction 

activities as part of the future outreach program. 
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H.6 Business Organizations  

Comment Letter AC-O1 

 

 

Comment Letter AC-O1 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter AC-O1 (Continued) 

 

Comment Letter AC-O1 (Continued) 
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Response to Comment Letter AC-O1 

(Lennar Homes) 

Comment AC-01-1 

Since completion of the initial barrier analysis, Lennar Properties, the 

property owner adjacent to Soundwall 417, provided as-built updates 

of their development. The as-built conditions showed that their 

buildings are at elevations higher than those assumed in the TNM 

modeling for the project. Accordingly, the elevations were revised in 

the traffic noise impact analysis, and the resulting benefited receptors 

dropped from 10 to 5. This decrease reduced the reasonableness 

allowance to $400,000. Compared to the estimated construction cost 

of $860,500, Soundwall 417 would exceed the total reasonable 

allowance. Therefore, with consideration of the acoustic benefit and 

the incremental cost, Soundwall 417 is not reasonable and was 

removed from further consideration. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for a full discussion of the 

updated traffic noise impact analysis for Soundwall 417.
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H.7 Public Comments 

Comment Letter PC-1 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-1 

Comment PC-1-1 

Soundwalls 258, 266, 272, and 322 were considered for the 

northbound side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. 

Soundwalls 258 and 272 are feasible but not reasonable due to cost. 

Soundwall 266 is feasible but not reasonable based on the results of 

the residential viewpoint survey. Soundwall 322 is feasible and 

reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see Section 

2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-2 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-2 

Comment PC-2-2 

Soundwalls 258, 266, 272, and 322 were considered for the 

northbound side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. 

Soundwalls 258 and 272 are feasible but not reasonable due to cost. 

Soundwall 266 is feasible but not reasonable based on the results of 

the residential viewpoint survey. Soundwall 322 is feasible and 

reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see Section 

2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  
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Comment Letter PC-3 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-3 

Comment PC-3-1 

Soundwalls 258, 266, 272, and 322 were considered for the 

northbound side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. 

Soundwalls 258 and 272 are feasible but not reasonable due to cost. 

Soundwall 266 is feasible but not reasonable based on the results of 

the residential viewpoint survey. Soundwall 322 is feasible and 

reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see Section 

2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

1 
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Comment Letter PC-4 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-4 

Comment PC-4-1 

Soundwalls 258, 266, and 272 were considered for the northbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwalls 258 

and 272 are feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is 

feasible but not reasonable based on the results of the residential 

viewpoint survey. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more 

information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Comment Letter PC-5 
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Comment Letter PC-5 (Continued) 

 
 

Comment Letter PC-5 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter PC-5 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter PC-5 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter PC-5 (Continued) 

 
 

Comment Letter PC-5 (Continued) 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-5 

Comment PC-5-1 

Soundwalls 258, 266, and 272 were considered for the northbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwalls 258 

and 272 are feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is 

feasible but not reasonable based on the results of the residential 

viewpoint survey. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more 

information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Comment Letter PC-6 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-6 

Comment PC-6-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

1 
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Comment Letter PC-7 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-7 

Comment PC-7-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for southbound I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 is feasible and 

reasonable and is recommended for construction. Soundwalls 271 and 

311 are not reasonable because the walls would not achieve the design 

goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited 

receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

1 
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Comment Letter PC-8 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-8 

Comment PC-8-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-9  

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-9 

Comment PC-9-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive in accordance with Caltrans’ 

Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and, as stated by the commenter, the 

soundwall is not reasonable because the wall would not achieve the 

design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more 

benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more 

information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 
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Comment Letter PC-10 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-10 

Comment PC-10-1 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-11 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-11 

Comment PC-11-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  
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Comment Letter PC-12 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-12 

Comment PC-12-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-13 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-13 

Comment PC-13-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 
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Comment Letter PC-14 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-14 

Comment PC-14-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-15 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-15 

Comment PC-15-1 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project Build Alternative 2 

has been documented as part of the public record and considered in 

the decision-making process. Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were 

considered for the southbound side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and 

Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 is feasible and reasonable and is 

recommended for construction. Soundwall 271 and 311 are not 

reasonable because the walls would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  
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Comment Letter PC-16 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-16 

Comment PC-16-1 

Soundwall 271 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwall 271 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Comment Letter PC-17 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-17 

Comment PC-17-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  
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Comment Letter PC-18 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-18 

Comment PC-18-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-19 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-19 

Comment PC-19-1 

The commenter’s request to consider a soundwall along the northound 

I-405 Jeffrey Road on-ramp is consistent with proposed Soundwall 

258. Soundwall 258 is feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Please 

see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 
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Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Responses – Air Quality and 

Common Response – Health Risks for more information. 

Comment Letter PC-20 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-20 

Comment PC-20-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-21 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-21 

Comment PC-21-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-22 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-22 

Comment PC-22-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 
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Comment Letter PC-23 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-23 

Comment PC-23-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-24 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-24 

Comment PC-24-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the site of Receptors R4.17, R4.18, 

and R4.19 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. The soundwall is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Responses – Air Quality and 

Common Response - Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-25 
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Comment Letter PC-25 (Continued) 

 
 

Comment Letter PC-25 (Continued) 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-25 

Comment PC-25-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-26 

  

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-26 

Comment PC-26-1 

Soundwalls along the project corridor were analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential 

for impacts from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA 

to the extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 
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Comment Letter PC-27 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-27 

Comment PC-27-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-28 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-28 

Comment PC-28-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 
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Comment Letter PC-29 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-29 

Comment PC-29-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Comment Letter PC-30 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-30 

Comment PC-30-1 

Soundwalls 258 and 266 were considered for the northbound side of 

I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwall 258 is 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 
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Comment Letter PC-31 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-31 

Comment PC-31-1 

Soundwalls 258, 266, 272, and 322 were considered for the 

northbound side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. 

Soundwalls 258 and 272 are feasible but not reasonable due to cost. 

Soundwall 266 is feasible but not reasonable based on the results of 

the residential viewpoint survey. Soundwall 322 is feasible and 

reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see Section 

2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Regarding the project’s 

influence on property values, please see Common Response – 

Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-32

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-32 

Comment PC-32-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 
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performed. Please see Common Responses – Air Quality and 

Common Response – Health Risks. Regarding the project’s influence 

on property values, please see Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-33 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-33 

Comment PC-33-1 

Soundwall 271 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwall 271 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Responses – Air Quality and 

Common Response – Health Risks. Regarding the project’s influence 

on property values, please see Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-34 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-34 

Comment PC-34-1 

Soundwalls along the project corridor were analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential 

for impacts from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA 

to the extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 
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assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common Responses 

– Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. Regarding the 

project’s influence on property values, please see Common Response 

– Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-35 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-35 

Comment PC-35-1 

The commenter’s concern regarding the environmental and noise 

footprint of the project have been documented as part of the public 

record. Noise impacts are analyzed and soundwalls are recommended 

in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. Please 

see Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis. Soundwalls 255, 271, 

and 311 were considered for the southbound side of I-405 between 

Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 is feasible and 

reasonable and is recommended for construction. Soundwalls 271 and 

311 are not reasonable because the walls would not achieve the design 

goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited 

receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-C36 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-36 

Comment PC-36-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 
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is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls along the project corridor were 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Regarding the 

project’s influence on property values, please see Common 

Response – Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-37 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-37 

Comment PC-37-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls along the project corridor were 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the 

potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of 

the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific information allows. A 

qualitative assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 
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Comment Letter PC-38 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-38 

Comment PC-38-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-39 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-39 

Comment PC-39-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls along the project corridor were analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 
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Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Regarding the project’s 

influence on property values, please see Common Response – 

Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-40 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-40 

Comment PC-40-1 

Soundwalls along the project corridor were analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential 

for impacts from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA 

to the extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Responses – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment Letter PC-41 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-41 

Comment PC-41-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. As stated in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, 

the project would temporarily affect motor vehicle, bicycle, and 

pedestrian traffic during construction, and Section 2.1.6.4 identifies 

measures to avoid and minimize construction-related traffic and 

circulation effects and minimize impacts to pedestrian and bicycle 

access. Also, as shown in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build 

alternatives are justified in terms of traffic needs. 

1 

1 



INITIAL STUDY/ 
APPENDIX H RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 H-64 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (I-5 TO SR-55) 

Comment Letter PC-42 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-42 

Comment PC-42-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the proposed project’s lack of 

traffic benefits has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision-making process. As shown in Section 

2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are justified in terms of 

traffic needs. 

Regarding the carpool lane operations, part-time operation of HOV 

lanes is usually implemented when the highway has two weekday 

congestion periods during peak morning and afternoon commute 

hours followed by a long period of noncongestion that would leave the 

HOV lane relatively unoccupied during off-peak hours and constitute 

an inefficient utilization of the roadway. I-405 does not have a long 

period of noncongestion that leaves the HOV lane relatively 

unoccupied relative to the general purpose lanes, so part-time 

operation of the HOV lane under these conditions would not be viable. 

Neither Caltrans nor OCTA have the authority to restrict use of the 

HOV facility to otherwise legal vehicles. The California Highway 

Patrol (CHP) is responsible for HOV lane enforcement. The proposed 

project will include a median enforcement area in each direction of I-

405 between University Drive/Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. This 

will provide the opportunity to enforce the HOV lane occupancy 

requirement, minimizing the number of violators in the HOV lanes.  

Comment PC-42-2 

The commenter’s statement that the noise level from the freeway 

exceeds 67dBA is consistent with the noise analysis performed for 

Soundwall 258. The analysis shows portions of the residential 

community adjacent to the freeway have noise levels exceeding 

67 dBA. Soundwall 258 is feasible but not reasonable due to cost. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

The commenter’s statement regarding incorrect limits of the existing 

wall shown in the report has been addressed. FHWA’s TNM initially 

calculated the noise levels of all receptors. This was with the 

assumption that there was an existing soundwall between the Jeffrey 

Road northbound (NB) on-ramp and a cul-de-sac at Springflower. 

After finding that there was no such existing wall, the TNM was 

reconfigured. Results of the updated model show that, at the location 

of Receptor R4.27, the dBA will increase in both Alternatives 2 and 3 

from 62.8 to 63.6, and from 63.4 to 64.2, respectively and existing 

noise levels increased from 61.9 dBA to 62.7 dBA. However, the 

change in dBA does not exceed the NAC and is not considered a 

significant impact.  

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. Regarding the project’s influence on 

property values, please see Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment PC-42-3 

Air quality Measures AQ-1 through AQ-18, described in Section 

2.2.6.4 of the IS/EA, include measures to be implemented to avoid 

and/or minimize construction-related air quality. Project construction 

measures (N-1 through N-13) to minimize noise disturbances at 

sensitive areas during construction are described in Section 2.2.7 of 

the IS/EA. 
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Comment Letter PC-43 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-43 

Comment PC-43-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the proposed project’s lack of 

traffic improvement has been documented as part of the public record 

and considered in the decision-making process. As shown in Section 

2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are justified in terms of 

traffic needs. 

Comment Letter PC-44 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-44 

Comment PC-44-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the expansion and 

improvement of the iShuttle service in place of a build alternative for 

the proposed project have been documented for the public record. In 

Section 1.4.4 of the IS/EA, Transportation System Management 

(TSM) encourages “multimodal alternatives integrate multiple forms 

of transportation modes, such as pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, rail, 

and transit.” However, implementing TSM and Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) measures alone could not satisfy the 

purpose and need for the project. 

Comment Letter PC-45 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-45 

Comment PC-45-1 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project build alternatives 

has been documented as part of the public record and considered in 

the decision-making process. 

Comment PC-45-2 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment PC-45-3 

As discussed in Section 3.1.7.3 of the IS/EA, vine plantings will be 

planted on the soundwall wherever it is feasible. 

Comment PC-45-4 

Minimization measure AQ-7 regulating dust control during 

construction of the project shall be implemented as noted in Section 

2.2.6.4 of the IS/EA. 

Comment Letter PC-46 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-46 

Comment PC-46-1 

The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 has been documented for 

the public record and considered in the decision-making process. 

Comment PC-46-2 

The analysis shows the segment of I-405 between Sand Canyon 

Avenue and University Drive, adjacent to the commenter’s Oak Creek 

community, will not have noise impacts requiring abatement except 

for the location of Soundwall 228. Soundwall 228 is feasible but not 

reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Comment PC-46-3 

As shown in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are 

justified in terms of traffic needs.  

Comment Letter PC-47 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-47 

Comment PC-47-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. Regarding the project’s influence on 

property values, please see Common Response – Property Values. 
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Comment Letter PC-48 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-48 

Comment PC-48-1 

The IS/EA has been prepared per agency guidelines and requirements 

of CEQA and NEPA. It does not have an executive summary but is 

formatted according to Caltrans SER and contains the information 

requested by the commenter. 

Please see Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis regarding 

noise impacts. Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants 

are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current 

scientific information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. 

The public may submit a preference for one or more alternatives, and 

it will be documented as part of the public record and considered in 

the decision-making process. The commenter refers to a project that is 

currently in construction at the I-405/Culver Drive interchange, and it 

is a separate Caltrans project. The commenter refers to a prior public 

meeting held 2 years ago, and it may be the public scoping meeting 

held for this project on November 3, 2015. The second meeting on 

December 5, 2017, was a public hearing and part of the public 

circulation and review period of the IS/EA. 

Regarding the commenter’s statements on “growth,” as discussed in 

Section 2.1.1.2 of the IS/EA, the project is consistent with State, 

regional, and local programs, plans, and policies. As explained in 

Section 1.2 of the IS/EA, the purpose of the project is to address the 

forecasted local and regional traffic demand, which is expected to 

increase almost 15 percent.   
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Comment Letter PC-49 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-49 

Comment PC-49-1 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project and support of 

Alternative 3 has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision-making process. 

Comment PC-49-2 

The Initial Study with (Proposed) Mitigated Negative Declaration/ 

Environmental Assessment was published and made available for 

public review in November 2017. The environmental document is 

available at the office of Caltrans District 12, Heritage Park Branch 

Library, Mesa Verde Branch Library, and El Toro Branch Library. 

The environmental document was uploaded to 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d12/DEA/405/0K710/. No significant impacts 

were found as a result of the analysis.  

Comment PC-49-3 

Noise abatement, in the form of soundwalls, was considered by the 

project in accordance with Caltrans guidelines. 

Comment PC-49-4 

Operation of the HOV lanes (one lane in each direction) within the 

project limits is discussed in Section 2.1.6.2 of the IS/EA. All the HOV 

lane segments under existing and future build and no-build conditions 

are expected to operate at level of service (LOS) D or better during the 

AM and PM peak hours in both directions. Adding an HOV lane in 

each direction is not justified.   

The project proposes to remove the existing HOV buffer in both 

directions and provide continuous access throughout the project limits. 

In Orange County, continuous access HOV lanes have been more 

successful at allowing drivers to safely and easily access the HOV 
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lanes (e.g., SR-22 and SR-55). The continuous access lanes proposed 

on I-405 within the project limits are anticipated to improve access to 

several destinations and eliminate the operational deficiencies 

associated with the existing limited ingress and egress points. 

Comment PC-49-5 

Provisions and incentives for zero and low-emission vehicles/ 

carpooling and clean alternative fuel vehicle access to HOV lanes are 

authorized through the State legislature with federal authorization. 

The State of California currently has several such programs managed 

by the ARB. 

Operation of the HOV lanes (one lane in each direction) within the 

project limits is discussed in Section 2.1.6.2 of the IS/EA. All the HOV 

lane segments under existing and future build and no-build conditions 

are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and PM 

peak hours in both directions. Adding an HOV lane in each direction 

is not justified. 

Comment PC-49-6 

The commenter’s statements regarding the hazardous and polluting 

dust has been documented as part of the public record. Project-related 

construction and operational air quality effects, including dust, were 

analyzed in detail in the project Air Quality Technical Study and 

Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA. Please see Common Response – Air 

Quality. The concern of washing pollutants into storm drains is 

covered by regional permits. 

Comment PC-49-7 

The commenter’s statement regarding traction during wet conditions 

is addressed during project design. The type of pavement selected for 

the project is based on pavement design, construction, and 

maintenance standards established by the Caltrans pavement program.  

Comment Letter PC-50 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-50 

Comment PC-50-1 

This comment has been forwarded to OCTA so they can contact and 

add the commenter to the e-mail blasts and refer the commenter to the 

OCTA website for the proposed project to allow the public to stay 

informed. Updates regarding the proposed project can be found at 

http://www.octa.net/About-OCTA/Support/Get-Connected/. 
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Comment Letter PC-51 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-51 

Comment PC-51-1 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process.  

Comment Letter PC-52 
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Comment Letter PC-52 (Continued) 

 

 
Response to Comment Letter PC-52 

Comment PC-52-1 

The commenter’s concern and references to articles indicating 

widening roadways does not actually improve congestion have been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. As shown in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, 

the build alternatives are justified in terms of traffic needs. 

Regarding the carpool lane operations, part-time operation of HOV 

lanes is usually implemented when the highway has two weekday 

congestion periods during peak morning and afternoon commute 

hours followed by a long period of noncongestion that would leave the 

HOV lane relatively unoccupied during off-peak hours and constitute 

an inefficient utilization of the roadway. I-405 does not have a long 

period of noncongestion that leaves the HOV lane relatively 

unoccupied relative to the general purpose lanes, so part-time 

operation of the HOV lane under these conditions would not be viable. 

Neither Caltrans nor OCTA have the authority to restrict use of the 

HOV facility to otherwise legal vehicles. The California Highway 

Patrol (CHP) is responsible for HOV lane enforcement. The proposed 

project will include a median enforcement area in each direction of I-

405 between University Drive/Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. This 

will provide the opportunity to enforce the HOV lane occupancy 

requirement, minimizing the number of violators in the HOV lanes.  

Comment PC-52-2 

The commenter’s statement that the current noise level at the 

residence, which is adjacent to Soundwall 258, exceeds 67 dBA is 

noted and is consistent with the noise analysis for this project. 

Soundwall 258 is feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Please see 

Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  
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Comment Letter PC-53 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-53 

Comment PC-53-1 

[Commenter wrote southbound 155 but meant southbound SR-133] 

Both build alternatives propose to improve operations and congestion 

at the southbound SR-133 to northbound I-405 connector. The 

proposed improvements and the traffic benefits are discussed in 

Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA. 

Comment Letter PC-54 
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Comment Letter PC-54 (Continued)  

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-54 

Comment PC-54-1 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process.  

 

 

 

 

Comment Letter PC-55 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-55 

Comment PC-55-1 

Caltrans contacted the commenter and resolved the access to the link. 
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Comment Letter PC-56 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-56 

Comment PC-56-1 

The commenter proposed that a light rail be developed for the 

proposed project instead of one of the build alternatives. In Section 

1.4.4 of the IS/EA, TSM encourages “multimodal alternatives 

integrate multiple forms of transportation modes, such as pedestrian, 

bicycle, automobile, rail, and transit.” However, implementing TSM 

and TDM measures alone could not satisfy the purpose and need for 

the project. 

Comment Letter PC-57 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-57 

Comment PC-57-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended 

in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Regarding the project’s influence on 

property values, please see Common Response – Property Values. Air 

quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed in 

Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. 
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Comment Letter PC-58 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-58 

Comment PC-58-1 

Air quality Measures AQ-1 through AQ-18, described in Section 

2.2.6.4 of the IS/EA, include measures to be implemented to avoid 

and/or minimize construction-related air quality effects.  

Comment PC-58-2 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. 

 

Comment Letter PC-59 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-59 

Comment PC-59-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 
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feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-60 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-60 

Comment PC-60-1 

There are no meeting minutes from the public hearing. However, 

please see Section 4.3 of the IS/EA for a summary of the Public 

Hearing and comments received. 

Comment Letter PC-61 

 
 

 

1 

1 

3 

2 



INITIAL STUDY/ 
APPENDIX H RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 H-84 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (I-5 TO SR-55) 

Response to Comment Letter PC-61 

Comment PC-61-1 

Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. 

Comment PC-61-2 

The commenter’s statement to add carpool lanes dedicated to large 

vehicles such as buses and alternative fuel vehicles is acknowledged. 

Operation of the HOV lanes (one lane in each direction) within the 

project limits is discussed in Section 2.1.6.2 of the IS/EA. All the HOV 

lane segments under existing and future build and no-build conditions 

are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and PM 

peak hours in both directions. Adding an HOV lane in each direction 

is not justified. 

In addition, provisions and incentives for zero and low-emission 

vehicles/carpooling and clean alternative fuel vehicle access to HOV 

lanes are authorized through the State legislature with federal 

authorization. The State of California currently has several such 

programs managed by the ARB. Neither Caltrans nor OCTA have the 

authority to restrict use of the facility to otherwise legal vehicles. 

Comment PC-61-3 

The commenter’s statement regarding noise generated by additional 

vehicles is noted. Soundwall 258 was considered for the northbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwall 258 

is feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Please see Section 2.2.7 of 

the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and 

recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – 

Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment Letter PC-62 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-62 

Comment PC-62-1 

HOV lanes are a traffic management strategy to promote and 

encourage ridesharing, thereby alleviating congestion and maximizing 

the people-carrying capacity of California highways. They are needed 

to respond to growing traffic congestion, declining mobility level, air 

quality, and environmental concerns. 
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Comment Letter PC-63 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-63 

Comment PC-63-1 

The IS/EA covers the environmental footprint following the Caltrans 

SER and as required by law. 

As discussed in Section 2.1.1.2 of the IS/EA, the project is consistent 

with the State, regional, and local programs, plans, and policies. As 

explained in Section 1.2 of the IS/EA, the purpose of the project is to 

address the forecasted local and regional traffic demand, which is 

expected to increase almost 15 percent. 

The Initial Study with (Proposed) Mitigated Negative Declaration/ 

Environmental Assessment was published and made available for 

public review in November 2017. The environmental document is 

available at the office of Caltrans District 12, Heritage Park Branch 

Library, Mesa Verde Branch Library, and El Toro Branch Library. 

The environmental document was uploaded to 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d12/DEA/405/0K710/. 

OCTA is required by CEQA to publish public notice of the 

environmental document and any public meetings in newspaper 

advertisements, media advisory, direct mail, fliers, extended outreach, 

announcements and briefings, and electronic notices. More than 

26,000 postcards were sent out to residential/commercial 

occupants/owners within approximately 1,000 feet of the project site 

on November 14, 2017. This gave recipients and community members 

more than 2 weeks’ notice of the Public Hearing (Open House 

Format). Public notices for the I-405 Improvement Project from I-5 to 

SR-55 were published in the Orange County Register weekly for 3 

weeks starting on November 14 and ending on December 3, 2017. 

Notifications were also published in the Irvine World News, The 

Korean Daily, Epoch Times, and Unidos. Approximately 1,700 fliers 

were distributed to numerous community-based locations, business 

associations, stakeholder groups, homeowner associations, and 

diverse community organizations. 
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Comment Letter PC-64 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-64 

Comment PC-64-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the proposed project have been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. Numerous noise measurements conducted 

before and after installation of soundwalls have shown substantial 

traffic noise reduction at residences close to freeways. A combination 

of trees and woody shrubs could reduce traffic noise levels, but they 

need to be at least 100 feet wide. In urban areas, it is not practical to 

devote a 100-foot buffer next to the freeways for planting trees and 

woody shrubs; therefore, soundwalls are used for traffic noise 

abatement. Detailed computer modeling is used to optimize soundwall 

length and height. Although trees, shrubs, and grassy areas themselves 

are not as effective as soundwalls in reducing noise levels, there are 

psychoacoustic benefits to including them in concert with soundwalls.  

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 
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Comment Letter PC-65 

 

Comment Letter PC-65 (Continued) 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-65 

Comment PC-65-1 

OCTA is required by CEQA to publish public notice of the 

environmental document and any public meetings in newspaper 

advertisements, media advisory, direct mail, fliers, extended outreach, 

announcements and briefings, and electronic notices. More than 

26,000 postcards were sent out to residential/commercial 

occupants/owners within approximately 1,000 feet of the project site 

on November 14, 2017. This gave recipients and community members 

more than 2 weeks’ notice of the Public Hearing (Open House 

Format). Public notices for the I-405 Improvement Project from I-5 to 

SR-55 were published in the  Orange County Register weekly for 3 

weeks starting on November 14 and ending on December 3, 2017. 

Notifications were also published in the Irvine World News, The 

Korean Daily, Epoch Times, and Unidos. Approximately 1,700 fliers 

were distributed to numerous community-based locations, business 

1 
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associations, stakeholder groups, homeowner associations, and 

diverse community organizations. Please see Section 4.3 of the IS/EA 

for a full discussion of public circulation and outreach. 

Comment PC-65-2 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

All segments of the project corridor were analyzed. Please see 

Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Comment PC-65-3 

As shown in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are 

justified in terms of traffic needs. As stated above, soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.   

Comment PC-65-4 

OCTA will continue publishing public notice of the project in 

newspaper advertisements, media advisory, direct mail, fliers, 

extended outreach, announcements and briefings, and electronic 

notices.  

Comment Letter PC-66 

 

1 
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Comment Letter PC-66 (Continued) 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-66 

Comment PC-66-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the expansion and 

improvement of a light rail in place of a build alternative for the 

proposed project have been documented for the public record. In 

Section 1.4.4 of the IS/EA, TSM encourages “multimodal alternatives 

integrate multiple forms of transportation modes, such as pedestrian, 

bicycle, automobile, rail, and transit.” However, implementing TSM 

and TDM measures alone could not satisfy the purpose and need for 

the project. 

Comment PC-66-2 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. 

Comment PC-66-3 

The environmental impacts have been evaluated in accordance with 

the guidelines and requirements of CEQA and NEPA. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the 

potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of 

the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific information allows. A 

qualitative assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Response – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Comment PC-66-4 

The project proposes to remove the existing HOV buffer in both 

directions and provide continuous access throughout the project limits. 

3 
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In Orange County, continuous access HOV lanes have been more 

successful at allowing drivers to safely and easily access the HOV 

lanes (e.g., SR-22 and SR-55). The continuous access lanes proposed 

on I-405 within the project limits are anticipated to improve access to 

several destinations and eliminate the operational deficiencies 

associated with the existing limited ingress and egress points. 

 

 

 

 

Comment Letter PC-67 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-67 

Comment PC-67-1 

Caltrans responded and confirmed the commenter has received the 

environmental document. 

Comment Letter PC-68 

 

 

1 
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Response to Comment Letter PC-68 

Comment PC-68-1 

Caltrans responded and confirmed the commenter has received the 

environmental document. 

 

 

Comment Letter PC-69 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-69 

Comment PC-69-1 

The PDT has agreed to consider potential improvements to bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities as discussed in Section 5A.4.11 of the Project 

Report. Improvements at the I-405/Sand Canyon Avenue interchange 

would include providing an eastbound (EB) bike lane adjacent to the 

turn pocket for the NB loop on-ramp, westbound (WB) bike lane to 

replace the existing chevron striping at the southbound (SB) off- and 

on-ramps, and pavement delineation for the crosswalk at the NB loop 

on-ramp. Further analysis and evaluation of these improvements will 

be made during the final design phase of the project. 

Comment Letter PC-70 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter PC-70 

Comment PC-70-1 

The PDT has agreed to consider potential improvements to bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities as discussed in Section 5A.4.11 of the Project 

Report. Improvements at the I-405/Sand Canyon Avenue interchange 

would include providing an EB bike lane adjacent to the turn pocket 

for the NB loop on-ramp, WB bike lane to replace the existing chevron 

striping at the SB off- and on-ramps, and pavement delineation for the 

crosswalk at the NB loop on-ramp. Further analysis and evaluation of 

these improvements will be made during the final design phase of the 

project. 

1 
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Comment Letter PC-71 

 

Comment Letter PC-71 (Continued) 

 

1 
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Comment Letter PC-71 (Continued) 

 

Comment Letter PC-71 (Continued) 
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Comment Letter PC-71 (Continued) 

 

Response to Comment Letter PC-71 

Comment PC-71-1 

As discussed in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are 

justified in terms of traffic needs. As explained in Section 1.2 of the 

IS/EA, the purpose of the project is to address the forecasted local and 

regional traffic demand, which is expected to increase almost 15 

percent. Also see Table 1-5, Average Daily Traffic Volumes and 

Vehicle Miles Traveled, in the IS/EA. 

Comment PC-71-2 

Caltrans has adopted FHWA guidance for evaluating MSAT 

emissions to determine the project’s impact for local air pollution. 

Please see Common Response – Air Quality. 

Comment PC-71-3 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

Comment PC-71-4 

The NSR shows several existing walls along the perimeter of the 

properties described by the commenter (refer to NSR, Appendix H, 
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Figure 9). These are modeled as existing walls and not existing 

soundwalls. Existing walls are modeled but are not considered to 

provide abatement.  

FHWA’s TNM initially calculated the noise levels of all receptors. 

This was with the assumption that there was an existing soundwall 

between the Jeffrey Road NB on-ramp and a cul-de-sac at 

Springflower. After finding that there was no such existing wall, the 

TNM was reconfigured. Results of the updated model show that, at 

the location of Receptor R4.27, the dBA will increase in both 

Alternatives 2 and 3 from 62.8 to 63.6, and from 63.4 to 64.2, 

respectively. However, the change in dBA does not exceed the NAC 

and is not considered a significant impact.      

Comment PC-71-5 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 
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H.8 Public Hearing 

H.8.1 Comment Cards 

Comment Card CC-1 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-1 

Comment CC-1-1 

Soundwall 322 was considered for the northbound side of I-405 

between Yale Avenue and Culver Drive. Soundwall 322 is feasible 

and reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see 

Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

 

1 
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Comment Card CC-2 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-2 

Comment CC-2-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. As stated in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, 

the build alternatives are justified in terms of traffic needs. The build 

alternatives would provide overall positive impacts and address the 

purpose of the project which, as explained in Section 1.2 of the IS/EA, 

is to address the forecasted local and regional traffic demand, which 

is expected to increase almost 15 percent. 

Section 1.4.4 of the IS/EA discusses multimodal alternatives, 

including rail and transit, and notes that implementing TSM and TDM 

measures alone could not satisfy the purpose and need for the project. 

Soundwall 322 was considered for the northbound side of I-405 

between Yale Avenue and Culver Drive. Soundwall 322 is feasible 

and reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see 

Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the 

potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of 

the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific information allows. A 

qualitative assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Response – Air Quality and Common Response - Health Risks. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

 

1 
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Comment Card CC-3 Response to Comment Card CC-3 

Comment CC-3-1 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

1 
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Comment Card CC-4 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-4 

Comment CC-4-1 

The commenter’s statement regarding landscape restoration for the 

proposed project has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision-making process. As discussed in Section 

2.3.1.3 of the IS/EA, efforts will be carried out to restore areas of 

natural habitat that are temporarily affected by construction, mirroring 

the characteristics of the surrounding vegetation and/or returning the 

affected areas to previous conditions. The Caltrans Highway Design 

Manual encourages the use of California native plants where 

appropriate. Planting palettes for the project will be selected based on 

many factors, including space availability, plant size limitation, level 

of expected maintenance, access and safety for maintenance, aesthetic, 

water uses, soil types, and viability of a species within a freeway 

corridor environment. Native plants will be evaluated during the final 

design phase and included in the planting palette where appropriate. 1 
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Comment Card CC-5 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-5 

Comment CC-5-1 

As shown in the project plans (IS/EA Appendix G), the SB Irvine 

Center Drive off-ramp will be widened and reconfigured to have more 

turn lanes and ramp storage capacity.  

1 
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Comment Card CC-6 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-6 

Comment CC-6-1 

Soundwall 258 was considered for the northbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Yale Avenue. Soundwall 258 is feasible but 

not reasonable due to cost. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-7 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-7 

Comment CC-7-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the proposed project’s lack of 

traffic improvement have been documented as part of the public record 

and considered in the decision-making process. As shown in Section 

2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are justified in terms of 

traffic needs. The build alternatives would provide overall positive 

impacts. As explained in Section 1.2 of the IS/EA, the purpose of the 

project is to address the forecasted local and regional traffic demand, 

which is expected to increase almost 15 percent. Also see Table 1-5, 

Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

Comment CC-7-2 

Operation of the HOV lanes (one lane in each direction) within the 

project limits is discussed in Section 2.1.6.2 of the IS/EA. All the HOV 

lane segments under existing and future build and no-build conditions 

are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and PM 

peak hours in both directions. Adding an HOV lane in each direction 

is not justified. 

The bike trails on the north side of the freeway are owned by the City 

of Irvine, and the bike trails on the south side of the freeway are owned 

by the County of Orange. For trails that are owned by the City and the 

County, the authorities are responsible for improvement of the trails 

in their respective jurisdictions. Caltrans does not have the authority 

to make improvements upon their facilities. In addition, improving the 

bike trails does not address the purpose and need of the project, as 

explained in Section 1.2 of the IS/EA. However, the PDT has agreed 

to consider potential improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

within the jurisdiction of Caltrans at the freeway interchanges, as 

discussed in Section 5A.4.11 of the Project Report. Further analysis 

1 
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and evaluation of these improvements will be made during the final 

design phase of the project. 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H.  

This project proposes to improve the freeway. The bike trails on the 

north side of the freeway are owned by the City of Irvine, and the bike 

trails on the south side of the freeway are owned by the County of 

Orange. The trail referenced in the comment letter is County-owned 

property. For trails that are owned by the City and the County, the 

authorities are responsible for improvement of the trails in their 

respective jurisdictions. Caltrans does not have the authority to make 

improvements upon their facilities that are not within the jurisdiction 

of Caltrans and so cannot be improved as part of this project.  

Comment CC-7-3 

The NSR identifies heights and lengths required to provide the feasible 

abatement. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance 

with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 
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Comment Card CC-8 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-8 

Comment CC-8-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-9 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-9 

Comment CC-9-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Comment CC-9-2 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-10 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-10 

Comment CC-10-1 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-11 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-11 

Comment CC-11-1 

The commenter’s support of Soundwall S255 has been documented 

for the public record. Soundwall 255 is feasible and reasonable and is 

recommended for construction. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-12 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-12 

Comment CC-12-1 

Soundwall 322 was considered for the northbound side of I-405 

between Yale Avenue and Culver Drive. Soundwall 322 is feasible 

and reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see 

Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H.  

1 
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Comment Card CC-13 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-13 

Comment CC-13-1 

The commenter’s support for the No Build Alternative has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. 

As part of the project, the Project Development Team has agreed to 

consider potential improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 

discussed in Section 5A.4.11 of the Project Report (July 2018). The 

improvements at the Irvine Center Drive Interchange would include 

permanent striping modifications to provide a Class II bike lane along 

both sides of Irvine Center Drive with continuous bike lane markings 

through the ramp intersections. Further analysis and evaluation of 

these improvements and implementation of temporary striping and 

signage for the proposed 9-month detour will be made during the final 

design phase of the project.. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-14 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-14 

Comment CC-14-1 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-15 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-15 

Comment CC-15-1 

Soundwall 311 is not reasonable because the wall would not achieve 

the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more 

benefited receptors. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-16 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-16 

Comment CC-16-1 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project and support for 

Alternative 2 has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision-making process. 

1 
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Comment Card CC-17 

 

Response to Comment Card CC-17 

Comment CC-17-1 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. Soundwall 322 was considered for the 

northbound side of I-405 between Yale Avenue and Culver Drive. 

Soundwall 322 is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for 

construction. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more 

information about the analysis and height of Soundwall 322. The 

document and technical studies are also available online at 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d12/DEA/405/0K710. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. Soundwall 322 is 

proposed to be within the Caltrans ROW. The wall will not be 

constructed on private property (of the homeowners association). Air 

quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed in 

Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. 

1 
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H.8.2 Court Reporter Transcripts 

  

TR-1 
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TR-2 
Cont. 

TR-2 
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TR-3 

TR-3 
Cont. 
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TR-5 

TR-6 

TR-7 

TR-4 
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TR-10 

TR-8 

TR-9 
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TR-11 



INITIAL STUDY/ 
APPENDIX H RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 H-120 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (I-5 TO SR-55) 

  

TR-12 



INITIAL STUDY/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT APPENDIX H RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (I-5 TO SR-55) H-121 

  

TR-12 
Cont. 
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TR-14 

TR-14 
Cont. 
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TR-15 

TR-16 
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TR-16 
Cont. 

TR-16 
Cont. 
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Response to Frank McGill 

Response to Comment TR-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the project and statements regarding 

the proposed project’s lack of traffic benefits for the long term have 

been documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process. As shown in Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, 

the build alternatives are justified in terms of traffic needs. The build 

alternatives would provide overall positive impacts (i.e., reduce traffic 

delays during peak hours) along I-405. 

Response to Carl and Lavon Mariz 

Response to Comment TR-2 

The commenter’s opposition to the project and statements regarding 

the expansion and improvement of a light rail in place of a build 

alternative for the proposed project have been documented for the 

public record. In Section 1.4.4 of the IS/EA, TSM encourages 

“multimodal alternatives integrate multiple forms of transportation 

modes, such as pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, rail, and transit.” 

However, implementing TSM and TDM measures alone could not 

satisfy the purpose and need for the project. 

Response to Frances Collato 

Response to Comment TR-3 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 
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H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Air quality and the potential for impacts from pollutants are discussed 

in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the extent that current scientific 

information allows. A qualitative assessment of impacts was 

performed. Please see Common Response – Air Quality and Common 

Response – Health Risks. 

Response to Mike Bruns 

Response to Comment TR-4 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project and support of 

Alternative 3 have been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision-making process. 

Response to Fred Klein 

Response to Comment TR-5 

OCTA is currently seeking additional funding sources to support 

project implementation. It is anticipated that funding of the proposed 

project will require a combination of State, federal, and local funding 

sources.  

This project is not proposing any toll roads. 

Response to Comment TR-6 

As shown in the Project Plans in Appendix G of the IS/EA, the project 

proposes pavement widening and most of the widening will occur in 

the median. 

Response to Comment TR-7 

As reported in Section 1.1 of the IS/EA, the project is anticipated to 

be constructed between 2025 and 2029 with an opening year of 2030. 

Response to Comment TR-8 

Based on preliminary stage construction plans developed for the 

project, it is anticipated that all existing ramps and lanes will be 

maintained except for intermittent short-term night-time closures for 

lane shifts. 

Response to Comment TR-9 

As reported in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA, the Federal Clean Air Act 

(FCAA), as amended, is the primary federal law that governs air 

quality, while the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) is its companion 

State law. These laws, and related regulations by EPA and ARB, set 

standards for the concentration of pollutants in the air and are the 

primary agencies responsible for actions to protect public health from 

the harmful effects of air pollution. 

Response to Florin Tiru 

Response to Comment TR-10 

Soundwalls 255, 271, and 311 were considered for the southbound 

side of I-405 between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 255 

is feasible and reasonable and is recommended for construction. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 
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Response to John Loper 

Response to Comment TR-11 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project and Alternative 3 

has been documented as part of the public record and considered in 

the decision-making process. 

Response to Carolyn Inmon 

Response to Comment TR-12 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Response to Donna Arbes 

Response to Comment TR-13 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis,, of Appendix H.  

Response to Joanne Tatham 

Response to Comment TR-14 

Soundwall 311 was considered for the southbound side of I-405 

between Jeffrey Road and Culver Drive. Soundwall 311 is not 

reasonable because the wall would not achieve the design goal of at 

least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. 

Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in accordance with 

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section 

H.2.4 Common Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. 

Regarding the project’s influence on property values, please see 

Common Response – Property Values. 

Response to Hossain Mansouri 

Response to Comment TR-15 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project and concerns that 

construction starting in 2026 is too late have been documented as part 

of the public record. This project is part of many other projects in the 

financially constrained regional and local planning and project 

delivery programs, which implement projects based on funding 

availability. OCTA is currently seeking additional funding sources to 

support project implementation. It is anticipated that funding for 

construction of the proposed project will require a combination of 

State, federal, and local funding sources, which will be available close 

to 2026. 
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Response to Susan Sayre 

Response to Comment TR-16 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision-making process.  

With regards to toll lanes, this project is not proposing any tollway-

related improvements. The project is proposing to add a general 

purpose lane in each direction of the freeway. As stated in Section 

2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA, the build alternatives are justified in terms of 

traffic needs. The build alternatives would provide overall positive 

impacts and address the purpose of the project which, as explained in 

Section 1.2 of the IS/EA, is to address the forecasted local and regional 

traffic demand, which is expected to increase almost 15 percent.  

Section 2.1.6.3 of the IS/EA also discusses the impact of the build 

alternatives on the local streets, and there are no significant impacts 

identified to the local streets and intersections.  

Based on preliminary stage construction plans developed for the 

project, it is anticipated that all existing ramps and lanes will be 

maintained except for intermittent short-term night-time closures for 

lane shifts. As shown in the Project Plans in Appendix G of the IS/EA, 

the project proposes pavement widening and most of the widening will 

occur in the median. 

Soundwall 322 was considered for the northbound side of I-405 

between Yale Avenue and Culver Drive. Soundwall 322 is feasible 

and reasonable and is recommended for construction. Please see 

Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for more information. Soundwalls are 

analyzed and recommended in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic 

Noise Analysis Protocol as discussed in Section H.2.4, Common 

Response – Noise/Noise Analysis, of Appendix H. For the comments 

regarding exhaust pollution, please see Common Response – Health 

Risks.  

Response to Kerry Lynn Berlin 

Response to Comment TR-17 

The commenter’s support of Soundwall 255 has been documented for 

the public record. Soundwall 255 is feasible and reasonable and is 

recommended for construction.  

Response to Mo Fatehi 

Response to Comment TR-18 

Soundwalls 255, 258, 266, 271, 272, 311, and 322 were considered for 

the northbound and southbound sides of I-405 between Jeffrey Road 

and Culver Drive. Soundwalls 255 and 322 are feasible and reasonable 

and recommended for construction. Soundwalls 258 and 272 are 

feasible but not reasonable due to cost. Soundwall 266 is feasible but 

not reasonable based on the results of the residential viewpoint survey. 

Soundwalls 271 and 311 are not reasonable because the walls would 

not achieve the design goal of at least 7.0 dB of noise reduction at one 

or more benefited receptors. Please see Section 2.2.7 of the IS/EA for 

more information. Soundwalls are analyzed and recommended in 

accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as 

discussed in Section H.2.4, Common Response – Noise/Noise 

Analysis, of Appendix H. Air quality and the potential for impacts 

from pollutants are discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the IS/EA to the 

extent that current scientific information allows. A qualitative 

assessment of impacts was performed. Please see Common 

Response – Air Quality and Common Response – Health Risks. 
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